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Greetings 


From high atop the EIB building 

















ELCOME, FRIENDS, TO The 
Limbaugh Letter, America’s 
fastest growing journal of opinion. | 
guarantee you'll find this a fun 
issue, as I take on militant femi- 
nists and their poster girl, 
Hillary Clinton. It’s done with 
good cheer, of course — yet it 
takes enormous courage. Be- 
cause any critical analysis sends 
feminists into, well, hissy fits. 
My advice: If you can’t stand the 





heat, stay in the kitchen. Heh, heh! \t is my con- 
tention that feminists, not conservatives, fear 
strong women. As such, I am proud to include 
here my conversation with Dr. Jeane 
Kirkpatrick. I dare any feminist to go head 
to head with Aer on public policy or inter- 
national affairs. Youll also see the silliness 

of feminist honcho Catharine MacKinnon 
in my review of her latest book. And I 
provide a heads-up on the secret 
progress of Clinton’s health plan 
through Congress. Also, don’t miss 
our first advertisement — brought 
to you by the First Couple, who 
have officially declared themselves 
The Coalition to Scare Your Pants 
Off. They're right, and we'll hold 
them to it. Enjoy! isi 





“Dittos, Rush” 


From across the fruited plain 





I was just perusing your latest newsletter when 
I noticed an amazing thing on page 2. In the col- 
umn where you list all of your publishing infor- 
mation, I was looking at your masthead, and I 
noticed that there were only women’s names list- 
ed. Knowing you, I figured that you merely hired 
the best people to run your newsletter, and that it 
was just chance that they happened to be women. 
But I thought — that must send the NOW gang 
right over the edge!!_ — RicH SHELTON, TucsoN, AZ 
Thatd certainly be a bonus. Yes, Im proud of my 
staff. (Youll note we added a new male name!) My 
only standard is what I expect of myself: excellence. 


The article pertaining to rubber chemistry and 
technology on page 4 of your March issue [“The 
Clinton Administration and Sex”] was extremely 
accurate and should be sent to all school boards 
to be distributed with the daily allowance of 
condoms. — RICHARD D. FRANK, M.D., SUTTER 

MEDICAL FOUNDATION, VALLEJO, CA 
I appreciate your vote of confidence, Dr. I suggest 
you pass along your recommendation to Joycelyn 
Elders, who would benefit from a study of the arti- 
cle, which poked holes in liberals’ faith in condoms. 


My wife and I recently took a cruise through 
the Malay Peninsula. I took The Limbaugh 
Letter to read on the plane. After boarding the 
ship, I decided to share the Letter with the rest of 
the passengers. I placed it in the ship’s library 
with a note: “Please return promptly in consider- 
ation of other passengers.” I thought you would 
be interested to know that The Limbaugh 





Letter was in constant circulation while in 
Southeast Asia! — MIKE BRIANS, SANTA BARBARA, CA 
Ah, cruise ships: the perfect place to contemplate, 
enjoy — and learn, as long as my words are avail- 


able. Thanks for proving my publication seaworthy! 


Thanks so much to all connected with The 
Limbaugh Letter for including our toll-free 
number [1-800-326-0996] with your review of 
The Road to Serfdom [March 1994]. We have thus 
far received over 500 calls from avid dittoheads 
ordering copies of the book. They have not only 
depleted our supply, but the University of 
Chicago Press has gone back for another printing 
which wont be available for 2-3 weeks. This has 
not deterred anyone; if Rush says to read this 
book, they're willing to backorder if necessary. I 
agree that The Road to Serfdom is an “essential 
text,” one that I’m very proud to make available. 
Keep up the good work. We'll get ’em yet! 


— ANDREA MILLEN RICH, PRESIDENT, 


LAISSEZ FAIRE BOOKS, NEW YORK 
The power of my audience continues to amaze me. 
Florida orange juice continues to fly off shelves — 
with the second highest March sales in O.J. histoire. 
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uick! Name a woman champi- 

oned by militant feminists. Could 

it be Golda Meir, perhaps? Or 
maybe Margaret Thatcher? Do feminists cel- 
ebrate women heads of state — those who 
have actually commanded armies and run 
governments? Do feminists honor paragons 
of virtue such as Mother Theresa who have 
alleviated the suffering of thousands? Do 
they champion women achievers, such as 
Jeane Kirkpatrick and Elizabeth Dole — or 
business owners, entrepreneurs, scientists, 
surgeons, athletes, musicians, those who 
have accomplished great things? Do they 
celebrate the millions of women who ably 
fulfill their responsibilities to their families 
and their communities? 

Nooo. Look at their latest heroine: Lorena 
Bobbitt. And what is er greatest accom- 
plishment, in the feminist hall of fame? She 
sliced off a sleeping man’s penis. 

As I’ve told you many times, always 
remember the last image you saw of Lorena. 
This pitiful woman was led out of the court- 
room in handcuffs — and whisked away to 
the nuthouse. That, my friends, is the cur- 
rent feminist symbol. 

Unfortunately, it is an apt one. For mili- 
tant feminists do not hold up women of 
accomplishment and achievement — or 
virtue and competence. They celebrate vic- 
tims. They in fact absolutely revel in victim- 
hood; they bask in the trappings of oppres- 
sion. If abuse and oppression are not present 
— and, inconveniently enough, they very 
often aren't — feminists invent them. 

I am not exaggerating here, friends. The 
militant feminists — those held up as femi- 
nist “leaders,” whose views are sought out by 
the mainstream media, who, though amaz- 
ingly small in number purport to represent 
all women — have a radical agenda which 
portrays all men as potential predators, 
rapists, and abusers. In order to maintain 
this ridiculous fiction of the universal 
Oppressed Woman, unable to breathe with- 
out being assaulted, feminists have a vested 
interest in keeping alive this equally absurd 
caricature of the universal Oppressing 
Male, whose sole aim in life is to rape, 
beat, stalk, harass and enslave women. 

Which is why militant feminists 
seized, as it were, upon the Bobbitt 
case. Lorena was evidence. See? was the 
message. This is American womanhood 
— horribly mistreated and powerless, up 
against the wall ... until she snaps. And © 
if men dont change, this is what we will 


all do. Ha! Thus did Lorena’s cowardly and @ 


vengeful mutilation become an “irresistible 
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FEAR 
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impulse,” cheered as a political statement. 
Hillary Clinton, a liberal, is not a threat to 
this fiction. Truly strong women like 
Margaret Thatcher, whose leadership is 
based on conservative principles, is. Which I 
will come back to in a moment. 


often speak to women callers on my 
radio program who consider them- 
selves “feminists.” Upon questioning, 
I discover what they mean by the term. 
They desire equal pay for equal work, 
the freedom to compete in the 
workplace, the ability to partici- 
pate fully in democratic institu- 
tions, and partnership when it 
comes to marriage and household 
chores. Who can argue with these? 
They entail a basic societal respect, and | 
couldn’t agree more. Unfortunately, those 
who are defining feminism today have no 
interest in such commonsense ideas. 

Those of you who think of yourselves as 
feminists — from now on | want you to pay 
close attention to what “feminist leaders” 
say. Whenever you see the phrase “womens 
issues” or “women’s studies” or “feminist 
thinker” in print, cut the article out. When- 
ever these terms are used on TV, take notes. 
Keep a file. After several weeks of this, read 
all the clips. I guarantee you will be stunned. 
For instead of enlightened, sensible notions 
you expect from people desiring continued 
open doors for American women, you'll be 
confronted with a collection of anarchists. 

Mark my words: You will find a bunch of 
angry, bitter, paranoid women, inhabiting, 
for the most part, the corridors of academia 
and government agencies, who view the 
world as, well, as a hotbed of sexism and 
misogyny. “Patriarchy” infects and corrupts 
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every institution. A rapist lurks inside every 
man; a batterer inside every husband. 

Let me, for the record, state that any man 
who abuses a woman should be punished to 
the full extent of the law. But these militant 
radical feminist spokeswomen, who are vir- 
tually all privileged, middle and upper- 
income Americans, who have neither experi- 
enced nor observed genuine oppression in 
their lives, who have never been hungry, 
injured, or physically threatened in any way, 
who have never been raped, who have never, 
in fact, been ogled by anyone, are not inter- 
ested in punishing crime. They are interest- 
ed in punishing men. 


hy else do you suppose they 
want to greatly expand the defi- 
nition of “rape” to now include 
nearly every kind of male sexual advance? 
Why else this utter obsession with “date 
rape and “sexual harassment”? 

Listen to that model of sexual propriety 
Ted Kennedy, who agrees with his consider- 
able feminist constituency that sexual harass- 
ment is everywhere — even kindergarten: 
“You have first-, second- and third-grade 
harassers,” intones Ted. “You have kinder- 
garten harassers. We’re reaching out and 
identifying them at the earliest grades, disci- 
plining these individuals... Early interven- 
tion can have a big impact.” And good grief, 
do these people /ove to intervene in everyone 
else’s lives. 

Remember the father who called my radio 
program, reporting that his first-grade son 
had been suspended from school because he 
gave a little girl a Valentine's Day peck on 
the cheek? The little girl hadn’t even object- 
ed; some female teacher bewitched by rape- 
crisis feminists interpreted a schoolboy kiss 
as an assault. What utter nonsense! But this 
is what these militant feminists have brought 
us, folks. In their book there is no such 
thing as innocent male behavior — even in 
elementary school. And what is the 
inevitable result? More suspicion, more ten- 
sion, more friction between the sexes than 
ever before. 

Frankly, this is what militant feminists — 
those defining feminism in America today 
— want. The divisiveness is absolutely pur- 
poseful. The normal, age-old battle of the 
sexes is a powerful force, and anyone who 
can exploit it holds great leverage. We are 
seeing, in essence, a power grab. 

Militant feminists cannot win power legit- 
imately: few will vote for their agenda. 
Instead, they attempt to seize the “moral 
high ground” by claiming victimhood. By 
striving to create guilt, they are appealing to 
institutions to give up power, to hand it 
over. Since they cannot earn it, or compete 








for it, feminists demand it — in the form of 
educational policies, government mandates, 
and quotas. They cannot meet existing stan- 
dards to gain their agenda, so they insist 
standards be lowered. 

Feminists thus, in actuality, use weapons 
of the weak, not the strong. Their approach 
is a very old clichéd feminine means of gain- 
ing power — which these people supposedly 
eschew — whining, complaining, manipu- 
lating. If those dont work, they use sex. And 
that, my friends, as we saw with Lorena 
Bobbitt, is hitting below the belt. 

“Cut it out or we'll cut it off.” “Dead men 
don’t rape.” These are the mottos of militant 
women's groups in Tallahassee, FL — 
though there are similar small, vocal organi- 
zations (mostly at colleges and universities) 
all over the country. “I pity the fool that 
meets one of our women in an alley,” says 
one such group member, “because [he] will 
be walking away with two legs instead of 
three.” Women in these groups write “RAPE” 
under the word “sTOP” on stop signs. They 
also hang male dummies by the neck all over 
the place with a placard: “DEAD MEN DON’T 
RAPE.” Clearly, these “activists” are people 
with a lot of time on their hands. And 
they are sorely misguided if they believe any 
of these activities will stop or prevent a 
single rape. 

Indeed, by seeing rapists in every man, 
these feminists trivialize real rape. Despite 
the militant feminist message, a male col- 
league's flirtation is not rape. The “glass ceil- 
ing” is not “cultural rape.” Marriage by defi- 
nition does not “enslave” women. The 
family by definition is not a fountain of 
violence against women. Normal male pur- 
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suits — such as watching the Superbowl on 
TV — does not by definition result in the 
battering of women. Yet these are the base- 
less claims of militant feminists, and they are 
not challenged. 

This is why my antennae went up when I 
read that the American Medical Association 
had decided that every doctors’ office should 
display signs explaining to women what they 
should do when abused. I immediately rec- 
ognized the militant feminist agenda, which 
assumes all men are guilty. Friends, I do not 
dispute that women are abused. I do dispute 
that it is universal and inevitable. My point 
is that there are enormous negative cultural 
consequences if we as a society decide to 
consider all men evil, and punish men for 
being men. 

The fact is, though not a single militant 
feminist will admit this, there are equal legal 
rights for women in America today. There 
are legal remedies women can pursue for 
crimes committed against them. But the 
feminists arent satisfied with this. They 
want more. They want the definitions of 
crimes to be expanded (to include things 
like ogling), and the means to pursue reme- 
dies defined differently for women (if a 
woman makes an accusation, that should be 
enough; women “don’t lie about these 
things, you know’). 

The bottom line here, of course, is the 
bottom line. “Gender equity” is big business 
— especially in education. According to 
How Schools Shortchange Girls, a report from 
the American Association of University 
Women, teachers would treat girls and boys 
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The Limbaugh Profile 








Mr. Gonzalez burst into the public eye in late March, when he can- 
celed a federally mandated House Banking Committee oversight hear- 
ing on the Resolution Trust Corporation, the independent agency 
responsible for overseeing savings and loans problems. Rep. Jim Leach 
from Iowa, ranking Republican on the Committee, had said he was 
planning to reveal “blockbuster” information about Whitewater at the 
hearing. But though Committee Chairman Gonzalez had in the past 
used such hearings to hammer Neil Bush about the Silverado savings 
e loan debacle, things are apparently different with Democrats in the 
White House. After calling Leach “obdurate,” “obstinate,” and “will- 
fully disobedient,” Gonzalez passed the buck to the full House of 
Representatives, calling on them to hold hearings. He said it was 
‘time for the Democrats to use the truth, the weapon that Republicans 
fear most.” Mr. Gonzalez — and I use a recent comment by the 
President — “this is all a bunch of bull.” It’s you and your fellow 
Democrats who seem to fear the truth about Whitewater. And the 
question is, Why? Do you know something we should know? Hmmm? 
Let’ take a look at the venerable Congressman’ 17-term record: 


Member of Congrtess since 1961, 
Chairman of House Banking Committee since 1988 
Gonzo 
“There is nothing more absurd — even 
repugnant — than the spectacle of you bunch of Republicans ... 
in fits and paroxysms of morality.” — from letter to Jim Leach 


SOLOHd GIYOM IGINA/dV 


¢ In 1963 Gonzalez threatened to horsewhip fellow Texas lawmak- 
er, Rep. Ed Foreman, on the House floor for calling him a 
“pinko.” Gonzalez then invited the Republican into the Speaker's 
lobby and took his best shot. “It was a shove,” he said at the 
time. “But my hand went into him three inches — he’s so soft.” 

¢ In 1986 Gonzalez was in Earl Abel’s, a San Antonio restaurant, 
when a fellow patron called him a Communist. Gonzalez decked 
the 40-year-old man, giving him a black eye. “If I wanted to 
cold-cock him, I could have,” said Gonzalez, then 70. “Henry 
took one poke, and put the guy on the floor,” said one observer. 

¢ Gonzalez twice called for the impeachment of President Reagan: 
once for the Grenada invasion and later for Iran-Contra. 

¢ He called for the removal of George Bush for the Persian 
Gulf war. 

¢ His Banking Committee meetings are notorious for their length. 
“Sometimes he'll just reminisce, talk policy, about his overall 
views,” says a Washington lawyer who has appeared several times 
before the committee. “Frankly, you're very anxious to go to 
lunch, you have to take a [bathroom break] or something. And 
he'll talk for nearly an hour.” 

¢ Gonzalez refuses to recite the Pledge of Allegiance, which he 
compares to Hitler’s “Sieg Heil” 

“How Nuts Is Henry Gonzalez?” — 
The New Republic 
Democrat. Naturally. 











My conversation with 





Friends, I was honored to speak 
with one of the best analysts 

of the world scene, for- 

mer U.S. Ambassador 

to the U.N and a na- 


tional treasure: 


Rush: Let’s start with your 
area of expertise, an area not 
being discussed sufficiently, 

given the attention to domes- 

tic news. What do you think is 

the greatest present threat to the 

security of the U.S. and our allies? 

Kirkpatrick: There isn’t any pre- 

sent military threat; that is, we are 
not in danger at this time. 

Rush: You would say that North Korea is not a 

direct military threat to the United States. 

Kirkpatrick: | do believe, however, that it’s 

a potential threat of enormous importance. 
Not just because this is a rogue regime. It’s 

a regime for whom violence is the pre- 
ferred method of acting. They /ike to use 
violence. Kim II Sung has chosen to use 
violence repeatedly. 
Rush: Would they destroy themselves 
in committing an act of aggression? 
Kirkpatrick: It’s possible. Their invasion of 
South Korea was an unprovoked act, undertaken 
with little understanding of the context in which 
they acted. They 
didn’t know — 
indeed I think no one 
knew — that the 
U.S. would enter 
the war on the side of South 
Korea. And they didn’t know 
whether the war would then 
continue until it wiped them out. It was very reck- 
less. Look, they have dug an incredible network of 
tunnels for miles underneath the fortified border 
between North and South Korea, of which 
they have planned to make military use. 
Rush: So how does their acquisition of 
nuclear weapons involve us, if it’s not a direct 
USw thieatt 
Kirkpatrick: When I say it’s not a direct threat to 
the United States, I mean it’s not a threat to our terri- 
torial integrity, our independence, or our physical survival. 
It’s not that kind of a threat now. But Clinton has just said he 
would regard an attack on South Korea as an attack on the United 
States. So, it’s a threat that could involve us in a war. And if North 
Korea has a nuclear weapon, it’s possible they may use a nuclear 
weapon. Second, we know that whatever they have, they sell. 
Rush: There are a lot of buyers. 
Kirkpatrick: Yes, and their best customers are the worst ene- 
mies of the peace and security of democratic governments. 
Rush: Who are their top three potential nuclear weapons buyers? 


jeane 
Kirkpatrick 





Rush: Do you consider this Administration’s 


lack of expertise in the area of 
foreign affairs to pose a threat to 
U.S. security? 







Kirkpatrick: Iran. Syria. Libya. 
Rush: But I thought they’re talking 
peace over there. 

Kirkpatrick: Somebody might be 
talking peace. North Korea has never 
been known to talk peace. I don’t 
think Iran ever talks peace. 

Rush: A recent AP story quotes The Sunday Times 
of London, claiming the Russians have developed a 
“super plague” so powerful that 440 pounds sprayed 
from an airburst bomb could kill 500,000 people, 
and they report that the West has no antidote. 
Kirkpatrick: We have lived a long time with not 
just the possibility but the probability that the 
Soviets had bacteriological weapons for which we 
had no antidote. 

Rush: This is not a surprise to you. 

Kirkpatrick: Not at all, frankly. I regret saying it. But it’s not. 
Rush: Well, truth hurts. 

Kirkpatrick: That’s right. You know, one of the great, largely 
unspoken, anxieties surrounding the Gulf War was the possibility 
that they might make use of bacteriological weapons. 

Rush: I bring this up because I think so many people have 
become complacent. They’re surprised when you tell them the 
Russians still have as many nuclear missiles pointed at us as always. 
Kirkpatrick: Which takes me to the second current danger fac- 
ing the U.S.: that we will diminish our military force to the point 
that we are unable to effectively defend ourselves and our allies. 
Rush: Such as South Korea. 

Kirkpatrick: Precisely. We're downsizing our military rapidly; 
we're not preserving our research and development capacities. If 
we continue, and I hope we 
wont, we'll soon arrive at a condi- 
tion of some real danger to our- 
selves and our friends. 

Rush: Suppose a hot spot in the 
world emerges that we're not 
capable of dealing with. Would 
that be like a Carterization of the 
White House that would damage this Administration? 
Kirkpatrick: | think any development — even quite small ones 
like the Mogadishu ambush, for example — that demonstrates our 
need for military readiness and strength, and any incompetence 
when confronted with that need for military readiness and 
strength, damages the Administration. There’s no doubt that every 
developing danger constitutes a demonstration of the imprudence 
of the Administration’s current policy with regard to our security. 
Rush: Interesting that you link our security to the 
Administration. Back to my first question, “What is the greatest 
present threat to U.S. security and its allies?” Do you consider this 
Administration's lack of experience and expertise in the area of for- 
eign affairs to pose its own sort of threat to U.S. security? 
Kirkpatrick: Yes. I do. I wouldn't go so far as to say they pre- 
sent a great threat to U.S. security, except in one mode: military 
policy. I believe that the speed with which they are cutting our 
military strength, demobilizing our manpower, neglecting and 
really abandoning important aspects of our military technological 
industrial base, is very dangerous. I also think the lack of experi- 
ence — it’s a combination of bad judgment that comes from lack 
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of experience as well as a certain utopianism — leads them into ill- 
conceived commitments, like that in Somalia. 

George Bush refused the repeated requests of U.N. Secretary 
General Boutros Boutros-Ghali to disarm the warlords in Somalia. 
Boutros-Ghali practically begged Bush to do so, and publicly 
charged that Bush had agreed to do so and then reneged. But that 
was not true. Bush refused. What Bush agreed to do was to deliver 
emergency humanitarian assistance. And Americans were in back 
of him. I believe it was Clinton's lack of experience plus a kind of 
utopianism that led him upon arriving in office to immediately 
agree to Boutros-Ghali’s request for the U.S. to disarm the war- 
lords and then undertake that effort to capture General Aidid. 
Rush: And then build a nation. 

Kirkpatrick: Right, precisely; a complex job for which we are 
totally unsuited. I believe the utopianism of the Clinton 
Administration matches that of the Secretary General and the cur- 
rent U.N. management. They both tend to believe you can con- 
front force with good intentions alone. 

Rush: You have pegged them! The President recently declared to 
the press: “Until those folks get tired of killing each over there 
[meaning Bosnia], bad things will continue to happen.” A state- 
ment of profound insight. Why do you suppose this 
Administration has so focused on countries marginal to U.S. vital 
national interests, like Bosnia, Somalia, and Haiti? 

Kirkpatrick: [ think this Administration entered office with a 
foreign policy team, part of which is focused on economic devel- 
opment, democracy-building in the Third World. A portion of 
this Administration sees the world very much like Carter did. 
Rush: Human rights. 

Kirkpatrick: Not just human rights, but a vapid utopianism for 
the Third World. And not even the whole Third World. Carter 
applied his human rights very unevenly, as we both know. Carter’s 
approach to African political and security problems was very 
utopian and almost totally lacking in realism. I think there's a big 
streak of this in this Administration. But I believe that Bosnia is, 
in fact, of strategic importance to us. 
Rush: How so? 

Kirkpatrick: It’s in the heart of 
Europe. 

Rush: Do the Bosnian Serbs want to 
keep expanding? 

Kirkpatrick: Milosovijc does. He’s already tried. 
First he tried Slovenia and then Croatia and then 
Bosnia and then Kosovo. He's been sending forays into 
Macedonia for weeks. 

Rush: Is he trying to reclaim what he thinks of as his 
original territories? 

Kirkpatrick: They were part of what was once 
Yugoslavia. Kosovo was incorporated by Milosovijc by force so 
quickly that in his own mind it got within the boundaries of 
Serbia. But Macedonia, Slovenia, and Croatia, of course, like 
Bosnia, are independent nations which have been recognized by 
the U.N. as such and we have diplomatic relations with them. 

There are two dangerous things here. One is, yes, this guy has 
plans to spread beyond where he has gone so far. Albania is anoth- 
er place he has destabilized. Beyond that, I think it’s very danger- 
ous for other would-be Milosovijces who want to build, say, 
Greater Ukraines, or Greater Russias, to see a man like Milosovijc 
succeed in expanding his domain by the use of force. It’s what 
Freud talked about — the beast in us, if you will. We may not all 
be would-be conquerors. But there are a good many of them 
around the world, some in Central and Eastern Europe today. It’s a 
bad precedent. This is what Margaret Thatcher has emphasized 


from the beginning, and what I have, too. 


Kirkpatrick: Yes. The speed with which 


they are cutting our mili- 
tary strength, demobilizing 
our manpower, abandon- 
ing important aspects of 
our military technological 






industrial base, is very 
dangerous. 


Rush: There are enough of these adventurers to suggest that the 
world is governed by the aggressive use of force. Isn’t it. 
Kirkpatrick: Yes, that tends to be the case. There 
certainly are enough of them to suggest that it’s very 
short-sighted to disarm yourself. 

Rush: To tap into your U.N. experience: How do 

you see Clinton’s fondness for U.N. operations 

such as peacekeeping and, more importantly, 

ceding command of U.S. troops to the U.N.? 
Kirkpatrick: | take a very dim view of 

both of those. This Administration came to 

power not long after Boutros Boutros- 

Ghali became Secretary-General. Boutros- 

Ghali brought with him a grandiose agenda 

about what ought to be done through the U.N. — 
namely, almost everything. All of it to be done through 
the U.N., and through the Secretary-General’s Office. 

I noticed in his first formulations he was claiming 
that any military operations authorized through a 
U.N. resolution ought to be under the command 

and control of the Secretary-General. This is a 

totally unprecedented idea. Nobody ever sug- 

gested such a thing, including the U.N. 

Charter, I hasten to say. It’s the worst idea | 

think I’ve ever encountered in my dealings 

with the U.N. And I’ve encountered a 

large number of bad ideas. 

Rush: Can the U.N. call up or com- 

mand and move our troops? 

Kirkpatrick: The U.N. can’ call up 

U.S. troops. They’ve been trying to for 

Bosnia, by the way. The U.N. can’t do anything 

vis 4 vis American troops that the U.S. government 
does not acquiesce in. Period. We are a permanent 
member of the Security Council. No action can 

be taken which our government does not wave 
through, by at least 
abstaining on. If we 
vote No, it doesn’t hap- 
pen. This is why it’s 
never quite fair to 
blame the U.N. for al- 
most anything, because 
the responsibility is al- 
ways with the five per- 
manent members. Bill 
Clinton is responsi- 

ble for any use of 

U.S. forces under any U.N. auspices. Yet, for 

the first time in history, there are U.S. troops, 

British, French and other troops under the com- 
mand and control of forces fighting under the com- 
mand of the Secretary-General. Incidentally, there are 
probably more than 1000 Americans already in Bosnia. 
mush: isact this alarming that for the first time we have a 
Presiden willing to put U.S. troops under U.N. command? 


Kirkpatrick: Of course it is. 

Rush: Does t rereiont 
Kirkpatrick: ae: We eens mean we're losing sovereignty. It 
means we've got a President who’s got a bad policy. It’s a very mis- 
taken, dangerous policy. The President needs to change it. If he 
wont eee it, ee ReneS should force him to change it. 
Rust: Lcis me | chance to visit Israe) 


» Prime Wintister Rabin, with Shimon Peres, 








and had a private bus tour of the West Bank by General Sharon. | 
asked Peres: How can you negotiate peace with people whose real 
intention is your extermination? After he gave me some left-wing 
stuff — it’s because of Reagan’s tax cuts that we have fewer trees in 
the world — he explained how he would conduct peace, if he 
could. I didn’t realize it, but he was describing exactly what was 
going on in those secret meetings at that time. And the deal was 
announced in the Fall. From what we can glean in the news, that 
appears to be falling apart; the only way the Israelis can save it is to 
give the West Bank to the Palestinians. Is that going to happen? 
Kirkpatrick: [ dont know. But more and more Israelis think so. 
And certainly, the government of Israel is giving more concessions 
in an effort to get the PLO back to the table. Already they're giving 
on the question of having lightly-armed international forces pre- 
sent in Hebron — a big concession. They acquiesced in the U.N. 
resolution that defined East Jerusalem as one of the occupied terri- 
tories. Every previous government of Israel, of either party, has 
insisted that Jerusalem be unified — one Jerusalem as the capital 
of Israel. So they're making concessions no one 
dreamed of. They’ve apparently signaled to 
Syria they’re ready to deal on the Golan 
Heights and quite possibly meet Assad’s terms. 
It’s been said that Assad demands that Israel 
relinquish the whole Golan Heights, which 
looks down on this very narrow strip of Israel, 
as you know — in return not for firm commit- 
ments, but for the beginning of negotiations 
with Syria. I don’t know what's going to hap- 
pen, but it looks as though more concessions 
are on deck. Many have been made, and more 
are on the way, I believe. 

Rush: I’ve spoken to some Jewish community 
leaders in New York, specifically, Malcolm 
Hoenlein of the Conference of Presidents of 
Major American Jewish Organizations, who 
arranged my trip. I asked: Is this generational? 
Is Rabin simply tired of a lifetime at war? Are a 
number of Israeli leaders willing to try anything to have some 
peace before the end of their lives? Is this what's causing them to 
give away the country? 

Kirkpatrick: | think there’s an element of fatigue. I do think 
they were tired of being treated all over the world as obstacles to 
peace. Rabin has been a heroic general and military leader. That's 
how the Labour Party attained power. Many more people had con- 
fidence in Rabin to protect Israeli interests than they did in the 
Labour Party. I haven’t commented much on their policies, 
because I make it a point not to take sides in Israeli internal polli- 
tics. I’m busy enough taking sides in our politics! But I am frankly 
very worried about the situation. I spent the last two days review- 
ing all the developments since the beginning of the peace process, 
and I must say it looks as if it is going to simply fall apart. In spite 
of all of those concessions, nothing is going to come of them. 
Rush: Does it mean those who claim peace rests on their getting 
the Golan or the West Bank really don’t define peace that way? 
Kirkpatrick: [ think that’s entirely probable. 

Rush: Then how are they defining peace? 

Kirkpatrick: Think about it. Assad’s the man who killed 
30,000 of his own people in one attack. Saddam is the man who'll 
make war on Iran, or hell make war on Kuwait, or hell make war, 
if necessary, on the Shiites, the Kurds, even his own people. Arafat 
and all other factions of the PLO are people who've made war on 
the Israelis. They've also made war on us and others through ter- 
rorism. Above all, however, they've made war on each other. It’s 





not at all clear they can stop making war for any price. 

Rush: That’s ominous. 

Kirkpatrick: Yes. It is. 

Rush: A quick point on domestic policy. I read your syndicated 
column this week, in which you wrote passionately on health care. 
You say all it amounts to is socialism — a word that not too many 
people of your prominence are using to describe this effort. 
Kirkpatrick: Look, I’m a political science professor. I think it’s 
important to be clear about language. Socialism is something dif- 
ferent than incrementally building a welfare state. In a welfare state 
— which, however unhappy it makes conservatives, is what we 
have in the U.S. and what every industrial democracy, in fact, has 
— a welfare state tries to extend the security net. It says that for 
those people who can’t keep a job, or who get too old, or too sick, 
or can't make it, we say: We'll extend a helping hand. We'll give 
them some of the fruits of our system by way of welfare payments 
or Medicaid. We work through our institutions, through our mar- 
ket economy. But socialism is something different. It doesn’t solve 
anything through the market economy. 
Socialism says: Government will own these 
resources, manage them, and distribute to oth- 
ers what it thinks they deserve. But it’s govern- 
ment ownership, control, and management. It 
wipes out the operation of supply and 
demand, incentives, and the whole basis on 
which our system functions. That’s what 
struck me very hard about the Clinton health 
proposal. When I looked at it, I realized this 
isn't at alla routine extension of the welfare 
state, which we have been accustomed to since 
the New Deal. The Clinton health plan is 
something new — because it says the govern- 
ment should take control of roughly 14 per- 
cent of the American economy. They would 
eliminate choice; they would make all the deci- 
sions. One-seventh of our economy would 
operate on the principles of a command econ- 
omy, in which government decides, say, how many thoracic sur- 
geons were going to need. It’s a crazy system. 

Rush: Well, it doesn’t work. 

Kirkpatrick: And it won't work, of course. Our reforms need to 
be compatible with our system. Many historians have argued that 
the New Deal measures strengthened capitalism, by relieving 
strains during the Depression. That may or may not be true. But 
those reforms were compatible with the operation of a capitalist 
system. The Clintons’ reform proposals are not. 

Rush: How alarming to you is it that a seemingly large propor- 
tion of the American people embrace this idea? 

Kirkpatrick: It’s important that there’s time enough to discuss 
it, so people understand what’s involved, and to offer alternatives. 
Rush: You came out to the University of California at Davis to 
lecture on foreign policy while I was working in Sacramento in the 
80s. You had just returned from having met Gorbachev, and you 
had a great line I co-opted: “The only difference between Mikhail 
Gorbachev and previous Soviet leaders is that he is alive.” 
Kirkpatrick: Yes. That’s right! I remember using that line. 
Rush: And you got booed, because this was a very liberal audi- 
ence. But you put a couple hecklers in their place. And you had 
the audience in the palm of your hand. It was great to see. 
Kirkpatrick: Wonderful. It’s my pleasure to talk to you. I really 
have enjoyed it. 

Rush: Same here. Thanks for weighing in — you bring enor- 
mous credibility to these issues. [asl 
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ONLY WORDS 


“This was public 
rape. What [the 
reviewer] did was 
place me in a posi- 
tion of a raped 
woman so that he 
had me where he 
wanted me. All women are 
hurt by this.” — Catharine 
MacKinnon, quoted in The 
Washington Post, respond- 
ing to a negative review of 


her book in The Nation. 


arning, Ms. MacKinnon: | 
am about to give your 
book a negative, no, 
scathing review — a 
prospect I relish. Despite what you may 
claim, this is mot a rape, public or private. 
These are only words. And not a single 
woman will be hurt by them. Well, per- 
haps MacKinnon’s feelings will be hurt. It 
appears that hurting a feminist’s feelings is 
tantamount to a crime in the feminist 
handbook. For you see, my reader/victims, 
my words are not “only words” according 
to MacKinnon’s thinking. She'd claim that 
my comments, coming as they do from a 
powerful white male, can preclude you, 
mindless sheep that you are, from perusing 
her book. This would not necessarily be 
bad. On the other hand, you will not be 
deprived of her book’s message. Because I 
will tell you what it says and what to think 
about it. No other view will be tolerated. 
Ms. MacKinnon should not object to 
this approach — for it is hers. In the same 
way, she claims legal inequality of the sexes 
is unarguable; opposing views by those 
seeking to articulate them under the First 
Amendment should not be tolerated. For 
Ms. MacKinnon, though women are guar- 
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anteed equal protection 
under the law by the 14th 
Amendment and by federal 
statutes, those are “only 
words” since the courts have 
failed to enforce that equali- 
ty. Who’s to blame? Evil 
white guys. Of course. 

Her book is 110 pages 
long, but its ideas could have 
been stated in less than a 
page; which is what I’m 
doing. Her theme is as sim- 
ple as it is absurd: There is a 
grossly inequitable distribution of power 
(economic, legal, social) in America, and it 
overwhelmingly favors white males. Mac- 
Kinnon claims white guys have “more 
access” to speech. Since words have the 
force of actions, white guys have all the 
power because they have all the speech. 
Through their monopoly on speech, white 
guys perpetuate the repression of women. 

Her book’s second sentence gives you an 
accurate view of how she sees men: “You 
grow up with your father holding you 
down and covering your mouth so another 
man can make a horrible searing pain 
between your legs.” [ cannot in good con- 
science quote further — but believe me, it 
goes downhill from there as MacKinnon 
recites the history of women ... who have 
been abused, she contends, by their 
fathers, brothers, and men in general. 

She claims the free speech card is played 
by white guys in order to suppress women 
and minorities. The First Amendment is 
used not to promote freedom of speech, 
but to preserve the wealth and power base 
of white men ... by safeguarding the 
pornography industry. Which leads her to 
a favorite liberal scapegoat: “Speech, hence 
the lines within which much of [a wo- 
man’s] life can be lived, belongs to those 
who own it, mainly by corporations.” Aha! 
Capitalism is to blame. What a shock. 

MacKinnon believes that strong mea- 
sures must be taken to restore the equality 
of “the powerless” (i.e., women) — even if 
that means suspending or eliminating the 
free speech rights of white men. She wants 
campus speech codes. Because if you ban 
sexual and racial slurs, you end inequality. 
Magic! MacKinnon does not see that 
racism and bigotry are much more likely 


to be exposed for the evils they are if 
examined in the free marketplace of ideas. 
But MacKinnon calls for a legal revolu- 
tion — the ascendance of equality laws 
while emasculating free speech protection, 
when the two are in conflict (which seems 
to be virtually all the time). Frankly, I 
think her disdain for white guys may have 
affected her hold on reality; anyone who 
truly believes there’s a conspiracy by the 
courts to repress women has lost touch. 


es, the First Amendment has 
been deceitfully used as a tool 
to further selfish ends. But 
someone should inform Mac- 
Kinnon that it is her liberal friends who 
have a long history of this. Liberals and 
judicial activists — not conservatives — 
often hide behind the First Amendment, 
claiming obscenity and pornography is 
“speech.” Conservatives have consistently 
opposed pornography, equating it with 
societal breakdown — not, as MacKinnon 
holds, as a product of “sexual inequality.” 

“Were there no such thing as male 
supremacy, she writes, “and were it not 
sexualized, there would be no such injury 
as sexual harassment.” What about a 
female superior harassing her male subor- 
dinate, Ms. MacKinnon? This is a law pro- 
fessor, folks, holding forth on the subject 
that is supposedly her area of expertise. 

MacKinnon views everything through 
the distorted prism of “equality.” Thus she 
believes only the powerful can injure the 
less powerful. The powerful cannot be 
injured themselves. Or, if they are, they're 
entitled to much less legal protection. 

My problem with Ms. MacKinnon is 
not so much her loony ideas — unlike her, 
I believe that the First Amendment applies 
to all of us. What makes her ideas scary is 
that they are accorded great status by the 
mainstream media. She is held up as a 
spokesperson for “women’s rights,” and is 
taken seriously by the press and by acade- 
mia. Her ideas are seldom challenged; her 
looniness is rarely exposed for what it is. 
Which is why I expose it. No problem — 
I can handle the job. 

If she happens to see this review, I have 
some advice. Ms. MacKinnon, learn to do 
what I do when criticized: stand up and 
take it like a man. | ie 














Many people say | need to be balanced with equal time. Not so — | AM... 
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A sampling of my genius, to be widely quoted and disseminated 


CHECKMATE 

The May 10, 1993 Time cover was a 
photo of Hillary Clinton with the cap- 
tion: “ASCENT OF A WOMAN: Hillary 
Rodham Clinton is the most powerful 
First Lady in history. Does anybody have 
a problem with that?” I did; and I told 
you why. Voters had not been informed 
the Clintons would govern as “co-presi- 
dents.” During the cam- 
paign Hillary had been 
relegated to baking cook- 
ies and gazing lovingly at 
Bill. She was elected by 
nobody and account- 
able to no one. 

Ten months later, 
Time finally saw the 


problem. Ina recent fF /B 
cover story, df 
“The Trials ae 
of Hillary,” Gif By ! 
Time report- - 
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Bos LANG FOR THE LIMBAUGH LETTER 


GOVERNOR HARASSMENT? 

Ever since Anita Hill “raised our con- 
sciousness,” the media has been full of stories 
about sexual harassment. Here’s one I bet 
you haven't seen. Paula Corben Jones recent- 
ly submitted a sworn affidavit alleging that 
on May 8, 1991 she was approached by an 
Arkansas State Trooper who said Governor 
Clinton wanted to speak with her. Not ten 
years ago, folks; in 1991. At the time Jones 
was a junior employee of the Arkansas 
Industrial Development Commission, and 
she says she thought the meeting was to be 
job related. She claims the Governor made a 
series of unwelcome sexual advances, each of 
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ed that “Hillary Clinton, her staff and 
their mostly female allies constitute one 
camp in the White House, while the 
‘white boys’ around the President 
lead another camp.” The article says 
there are also “age camps” and “ideologi- 
cal camps.” Is this what the Clintons 
meant when they told us their 
Administration would “look like 
America’? Further, the article recounts: 
“Never before has the White House con- 
tained two such powerful figures, with 
rival staffs, interlocking loyalties and a 
wall of protection surrounding the whole 
enterprise. Hillary functions in the 
White House rather like the queen on 

a chessboard. Her power comes from 
her unrestricted movement.” Since 
we're talking chess, let’s look at 
the endgame. For the first time 
in history, a queen may be 
in position to capture her own 


king. Checkmate! 






which were “unmistakably rebuffed.” She 
described his behavior, which included ask- 
ing for, shall we say, oral favors, as “boorish 
and grotesque.” When Jones tried to leave, 
she alleges the Governor advised her he was a 
personal friend of her boss. “I was really 
afraid of losing my job,” she says. This story 
ran front page in The Sunday Telegraph of 
London, which also reported that female 
staffers at the Washington Post are upset the 
story isn't being covered aggressively here. 
You haven't heard Pat Schroeder, Anita Hill, 
Carol Moseley-Braun, the NOW Gang, or 
any other feminist leader taking up Paula 
Joness cause. Why not? Hmmm? 
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THE NICHOLSON FORMULA 

In a recent issue of Vanity Fair, 
Jack Nicholson said that the only 
people men should lie to are 
“your girlfriend and the police.” 
That’s not all. “Men always want 
to please women, but these last 
15 years women have been hard 
to please,” observed Jack. “If you 
really want to resist the feminist 
movement, the simple way to do 
it is to give them what they want 
and they’ll defeat themselves.” 
Which brings me to Hillary 
Clinton, perhaps the smartest 
women who ever lived. She’s 
been getting some bad press late- 
ly, which has outraged the NOW 
Gang. At a “rally” in front of the 
White House (at which two 
dozen women showed up), NOW 
President Patricia Ireland rushed 
to Hillary’s defense. Ireland said 
“the nature of the attacks on 
Hillary Clinton, the viciousness 
of some of the attacks ... is de- 
signed to get her to keep her 
head down, to pull back from 
health care....They’re trying to 
keep not just her, but all of us in 
our place.” Ms. Ireland: Bill gave 
Hillary exactly what she wanted. 
Power. Looks to me like the 
Nicholson formula is working. 


Wacko CuTs 

Some people think revenge is 
sweet; I think irony is sweet. And 
this, folks, is a sweet story. You 
might be surprised to learn that 
the “wacko” sector of our econo- 
my was a big winner in the 
1980s. Membership in environ- 
mental groups boomed. Fund- 
raising was at an all-time high, 
and many gave freely, despite 
being called greedy. The Reagan 
years benefitted the wackos, just 
like the rest of us. But with 
Clinton in office, environmental 
groups are finding times tough. 


Greenpeace USA cut its budget 











from $65 million in 1990 to $43 
million in 1993. The National 
Audubon Society is slashing staff. 
The Sierra Club decreased its 
mail campaign by some four mil- 
lion letters. Local groups are 
making cutbacks. With their 
guys in the White House, wackos 
can't raise as much money to 
spread propaganda. How ironic. 
How sweet. Worse yet, wackos 
don't know why. “It’s stumping 
the experts,” says Bruce Hamil- 
ton of the Sierra Club. “Every- 
body is out hiring consultants 
and trying to find the answers.” 
Pll tell you the answer: People 
have gotten wise to you guys. 
Ever hear of the Rush Limbaugh 


program? How sweet it is! 


SHAZAAM! 

The Presidential “news confer- 
ence” on Whitewater was just as 
I predicted, a big show. The 
President reminded us what a 
dedicated public servant he was 
as Governor of Arkansas. Every- 
thing he and Hillary did was for 
the children. Why, he was 
the poorest-paid governor in the 
nation. He didn’t care about 
the money. He just wanted to 
take care of people. The under- 
paid public servant had “forgot- 
ten” all about a $20,000 loan to 
his mom. By coincidence, he had 
seen Honest Jim McDougal dis- 
cussing Whitewater on TV as he 
was “fact-checking” his late 
mother’s autobiography. Well, 
garrrleee, I plum forgot about that! 
Shazaam! Nobody ever ques- 
tioned their ethics before. Be- 
sides, he wishes those White 
House-RTC meetings had never 
taken place! What about all the 
staffers who didn’t have security 
clearances? It'll never happen 
again! William Kennedy, the guy 
in charge of ethics who didn’t 
pay his nanny taxes? We reas- 
signed him. Case closed. Who’s 
to blame for Whitewater? The 
President is above that. He 
wouldn't dare show anger at the 
evil Republicans who say “No, 
no, no!” No siree; that was last 
week. An old story! He’s the 
President, after all, and just 
wants to do the job the people 
hired him to do. What a show, 


folks — Gergen award-winner. 





FROG PUNCHING 

The smartest woman ever to walk upon 
the soil of Mother earth, Hillary Rodham 
Clinton, went back on the road recently. 
Before a crowd in Colorado, the First Lady 
spoke of the President’s fight to push the 
Clinton health care bill through Congress: 
“You can't tell how far a frog will jump until 
you punch it,” shouted Hillary. “And there’s 
a lot of frogs being punched these days in 


You’RE OUT 

Gov. Pete Wilson of California recently 
signed into law the “three strikes and youre 
out’ measure, which mandates 25-years-to- 
life sentences for three-time felons. Wilson 
said this will “put an end to the kind of 
revolving door justice” plaguing the state for 
years. [he law is retroactive, so two-time 
losers have been put on notice: one more, 
and youre history. But not everyone is 
thrilled with the prospect of getting hard- 
core criminals behind bars. The Revyv-rend 
Jackson calls the three-strike idea a “very 
expensive non-solution” to the crime prob- 


FOLEY’S FOLLY 
Remember in the eighties, when you were 
called greedy if you bought things? If you 
bought a BMW, you were greedy. If you 
bought a nice house, you were greedy. And 
who were the people calling you greedy? 
Democrats. Like House Speaker 
Tom Foley — Democrat with a 
capital D. Foley owns a condo in 
Spokane (in his home state of 
Washington) worth about $30,000. 
But in the Clinton nineties, one 
house isn’t enough. Foley is 
building a new house in 
Washington D.C. that, accord- 
ing to press accounts, is a 
“fortress with an indoor swimming 
pool.” It has a courtyard, a pond, a 
recreation room, and a Jacuzzi. 
A real bargain for $620,000 
.. very affordable on your 
average congressman’s salary. 
Sherry Bockwinkle, who led 
the fight for term limits in 4 
Washington State (for which Foley ¥ 
is suing the voters), says the 
new house is evidence Foley 
doesn’t intend to live in 
Spokane when he leaves 
office. She thinks he 
wants to retire “with 
his friends.” Foley’s 


palace is about a 
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Washington, ’cause we're trying to figure out 
how far this country, and how far this gov- 
ernment, can go to make good on the 
promise of change, and a new vision of 
America!” She said this, folks, on the same 
day her husband was at his Boston presiden- 
tial whine-in, beating up the lectern and 
shouting “No, no, no, no, no!” Do you 
think this Whitewater stuff is starting to get 
to them? 


lem. “It’s cute, but it’s not a cure.” According 
to Jackson, jail should be the last 
resort. Just a few months ago, liberals 
were praising Jackson and Clinton for 
‘finally’ raising issues like crime and 
family values. Yet when a Republican 
signs a tough crime bill, who protests? 
Jesse Jackson. He did so, interestingly 
enough, upon emerging from a conference 
on how to ‘stop the violence in the 
community. This is why I tell you 
people: when liberals start sounding 
conservative, don't listen to what they 
say. Pay attention to what they do. 


dozen blocks away from the Capitol build- 
ing. Heather Foley says she would rather 
have settled elsewhere ... in a “safer part” of 
the city, but ever the dutiful wife, claims 
“this was all we could afford.” My heart 
bleeds! Well, so what if the folks back home 

are angry? After all, Foley isn’t the 
only Democrat in trouble over a real 
estate deal. 
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“Hillary and Bill Clinton cheating on their 
taxes was a protest against Reagan era tax 
breaks for the wealthy ... They knew ... the 
IRS would catch up with them and tack 
penalties ... If more people had been as far- 
sighted and altruistic as the Clintons, we 
could retroactively erase the deficit.” 

— ELEANOR CLIFT ON 
“THE MCLAUGHLIN GROUP” 

Its only May, folks and we've got our 
Stupid Quote of the year. 


“In the great scale of politics ... lam 
in the broad middle. I’m not a screaming 
way-out liberal...” 
— ELEANOR CLIFT ON C-SPAN’S 
“JOURNALISTS’ ROUNDTABLE” 
We are winning — not even liberals want to be 


called liberal these days. 


“If you're not a feminist, you are a bigot. 
There’s no in-between.” 
— GLORIA ALLRED, QUOTED IN THE ANTELOPE 
(PA) VALLEY PRESS 
How about Eleanor Clifts great scale of politics? 


“As much as we try to think otherwise, 
when youre covering someone like yourself 
... she’s your mascot. Something in you 
roots for her. You're rooting for your team. 

I try to get that bias out, but for many 
of us it’s there.” 

— MARGARET CARLSON, J7ME SENIOR WRITER, 
ON HILLARY CLINTON, QUOTED IN JHE 
WASHINGTON POST 
No kidding! 


“This is not just a debate about 
how we finance or health care. 
It’s bigger than that....” 
— HILLARY CLINTON, QUOTED 
IN THE WASHINGTON TIMES 
You're right: its not about health care — 
its about power. Folks, she admits it! 
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“They're trying to keep not just her 
but all of us in our place.” 
— NOW PRESIDENT PATRICIA IRELAND, AT A 
RALLY TO SUPPORT HILLARY CLINTON AT 


WHICH TWO DOZEN WOMEN SHOWED UP, 
QUOTED IN THE WASHINGTON TIMES 
Keep her in her place? Let me remind you that 


your mascots place, Ms. Ireland, is in the 
White House. 


“Tt is my gift to the people of Laredo 
for their many kindnesses to me and 
the state of Texas.” 

— Gov. ANN RICHARDS, ANNOUNCING 
PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORIZATION FOR A NEW 
INTERNATIONAL BRIDGE IN LAREDO, TEXAS, 

QUOTED IN THE Houston Post 
Your gift?? Excuse me, Queen Ann, but 
you seem to have omitted “the many kindness- 
es” of the American taxpayer. 


“For more than a decade, the reliance of our 
Presidents on selfish individualism led us 
into the wasteland of official indifference to 
the suffering of many. One stark result of 
that politics of contempt and neglect, driven 
by homophobia, is that millions now are 
afflicted by the AIDS epidemic, which 
might have been contained if only our 
high officials had cared. Let me introduce 
you to someone who clearly does care.” 
— BARBRA STREISAND, INTRODUCING 
HILLARY CLINTON AT AN AIDS FUNDRAISER, 
QUOTED IN TV ETC. 

Yeah, she cares — especially if you've got a hot 
tip or cattle futures. 


“We need to speak out to tell people that 
sex is good, sex is wonderful. It’s a normal 
part and healthy part of our being, whether 
it is homosexual or heterosexual.” 

— SURGEON GENERAL JOYCELYN ELDERS, 
IN THE ADVOCATE, A GAY MAGAZINE 
But don’t let anyone dare smoke afterwards. 


SOLOHd GTYOM 3GIM/dV 
SOLOHd GTYOAA AGIAA/dV 





“The woman who's my trip director, 
she walks in with this total look of, like, 
stunned bliss on her face. She goes, 
‘Have you seen the crew of Norwegian 
police assigned to us?’ So we 
therefore had to stop, and in a very 
discreet way — not wanting to draw 
attention so youd all write about how 
I’m ogling Norwegian police officers — 
we sort of do this slow 180 to take a 
look at these guys. If you ever have 
a traffic accident in Norway, 
count your blessings!” 

— HILLARY CLINTON, QUOTED IN 
USA TODAY AFTER HER RETURN 
FROM THE WINTER OLYMPICS 
Perhaps we have the Scandinavian 
equivalent of, like, the Arkansas 
state troopers. 


“Sometimes I am raging and saying 
to him, ‘I just can’t believe what so- 
and-so said about you, or who did 
such and such!’ and he just says, “Well, 
think about his problems. He had a 
miserable childhood.’ Bill is so generous 
of spirit. His mother ... saw the 
good in everyone. So it has been 
genetically transmitted to him.” 

— HILLARY CLINTON ON HER HUSBAND, 
QUOTED BY LIZ SMITH IN USA Topay 
Generous of spirit, and with a 
$20,000 loan here and there. 


“I use coupons at the grocery store. 
And my clothes — do I get them on 
sale? Without doubt.” 

— SEN. CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN, COUNTER- 
ING STORIES OF HER $600,000 CAMPAIGN 
DEBT SHE CLAIMS RAISE THE SPECTER OF 
A “LAZY, SHIFTLESS WELFARE MOTHER,” 

IN Sv; Lours PosT DISPATCH. 

Give your paycheck to Hillary: she can turn 


it into a welfare queens ransom. 
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According to Me 


From the Limbaugh Institute for Advanced Conservative Studies 





IDEAS HAVE CONSEQUENCES 


As we go to press, polls indicate that many of you are not particularly 
interested in the financial and political deals cut by Bill Clinton and 
his wife during their, ahem, salad days in Arkansas. Several callers to 
my radio program have taken me to task for spending ‘too much time” 
criticizing the Clintons; especially the rats nest known as Whitewater- 
Madison. But I focus on these things, my friends, because of a crucial 
truth you must understand: ideas have consequences. 


periodic bouts of navel-gazing. Reporters and pundits are 

thrashing about in profound self-criticism, interviewing 
each other: “Are we being too hard on the 
Clintons? These old Arkansas deals don’t 
really have anything to do with the presi- 
dency, do they? Is Whitewater really a story? 
Are we hurting the country? Have we gone 
too far?” It is an embarrassing spectacle — a 
bizarre function of the press’ baby boomer 
appetite for New Age soul-searching. And 
for some reason these convulsions only seem 
to kick in for Liberal scandals. 

I do not recall, folks, ever once hearing 
these same questions asked when Clarence 
Thomas's character was assassinated in front 
of the nation by these same people. I do not 
recall any hesitation during newsgathering 
on the Iran-Contra affair. I do not recall any 
such self-examination about whether the 
press was blowing John Sununu’s limousine 
use “out of proportion.” I cannot remember 
one moment of self-doubt expressed about 
the legitimacy of press questions on Vietnam or Watergate by Sam 
Donaldson or Dan Rather or Bob Woodward ... who all now allot 
half their air time to verbal backflips about the nasty press and the 
“meanness” of Washington. 

I am also puzzed by all these polls asking the public if 
Whitewater is or is not “a story.” Excuse me, but is anyone in the 
press polling America to determine whether the media is spending 
too much time covering Bob Packwood? Or is still being too hard 
on Reagan and Bush? Or is unfairly digging into the past of Oliver 
North? Hmmm? 

My interest in Whitewater or other various and sundry prob- 
lems besetting this Administration, on the other hand, has nothing 
whatsoever to do with public opinion or polling data. As I’ve said 
many times, I have never been one to moisten my finger, stick it in 
the wind and thereby discover what to think or talk about. I am 
interested in evidence, in the relentless pursuit of the truth. 

Despite what critics contend, my purpose is not to bring about 
high-level resignations. First, that would be a vast overestimation 
of any influence I may have. As I have repeatedly said: Anyone 
who thinks Whitewater is a way to bring about a Democrat politi- 
cal defeat is sorely misguided. Republicans will not win by default. 
They must begin to articulate their core principles so convincingly 
that they will energize and attract the American voter. 

So, friends, my interest is in due process. As a conservative, I am 
part of a duly constituted minority. My side is out of power. We 


T he mainstream media is currently in the midst of one of its 


Liberalism is deceit. 
Its greatest 
“promise” (which 
is its greatest 
threat) — to make 
_us all the same — _ 
is the ultimate lie. 





lost. To win, we need more people — it’s that’s simple. Unlike spe- 
cial interest groups on the left, who seek to expand their power 
and influence by demand, and in so doing thwart the nation’s 
democratic institutions, I don’t attempt to impose my views on 
anyone. I merely seek to persuade. I communicate my core beliefs 
legally and democratically. And, though this baffles liberals, it is 
working. When confronted with a logical, passionate, and enter- 
taining defense of conservative principles, millions find themselves 
agreeing with me. Which is why I make the left so mad. 

For years, liberals have dominated in the marketplace of ideas. 
They've had virtually free reign. They own the media, the arts, 
education, big city governments, the 
Congress. Now they own the Executive 
Branch. They have operated by mantra, sell- 
ing mottos by endless repetition until voters 
concede: Health care is “a right.” To be 
“fair,” we should punitively tax the achiev- 
ers. Government can solve your problems. 
None of these ideas are true or healthy for 
the country, and they have profound nega- 
tive consequences. 

My object is to point out that the Clin- 
tons’ policies will end up usurping your 
freedom. And I will use every bit of ammu- 
nition I can to illustrate why I think you 
should be skeptical of their claims. That’s 
why I attack their hypocrisy, why I challenge 
their credibility. It’s fair game. They are ask- 
ing us to trust them. They are asking you to 
believe that they know better than you do 
what's good for you. This is dangerous, 
because in order to do for you what they think is good for you, 
they are more than willing to take away precious freedoms. 


ake no mistake: I have no desire to defeat them. I do 
M want to defeat that which they seek to do. So when it is 
revealed that this couple — who campaigned against 
“the eighties” by castigating achievers as “greedy” and “selfish” — 
has made big money on shady real estate deals and sweetheart 
commodities trading tips, I ask: Can you believe what they say? 
When it is revealed that the Arkansas political water they've been 
happily swimming in their entire adult lives is awash with charla- 
tans, thugs, drug dealers, and thieves, I ask: Can you believe what 
they say? When it is revealed that those claiming to “care” more 
than you do for the “oppressed” and “excluded” are in fact as 
venal, money-grubbing, and small-minded as the greediest rich 
slob they ever caricatured, I ask: Can you believe what they say? 
Folks, the scandals and cover-ups swirling around this bunch 
should come as no surprise. They are liberals; and 
liberalism itself is a deceit. Its greatest 
“promise” (which is its greatest threat) — to 
make us all the same — is the ultimate lie. 
The consequences of this core liberal idea, if 
you believe those who peddle it, will be the 
loss of the most valuable thing you have: 
individual freedom. Don’t believe them. 











ress News 


Reaching Their Hands into Your Back Pockets 





Whitewater has not distracted the Democrats from their chief political goal: health care. If anything, it has provided the Administration a much- 
needed diversion. Do you remember the top story prior to the White House subpoenas and the Nussbaum and Hubbell resignations? Hmmm? It 
was the demise of the Clinton health care bill. Bill and Hillarys beloved Health Security Act was, in fact, compared to Elvis. But reports of the 
plan's death are premature. Because, although public support for the Clinton plan would be nice, mark my words, friends: it is not necessary. Now 
comes Plan B, where the White House and the Democratic leadership in Congress write... 


The Secret Health Bill 


health care “principles” and 1342 pages of legalese. But 

business and trade associations ran from it. Polls showed 
80 percent of Americans feared the quality of their health care 
would decline. “We did not do a very good job in explaining and 
selling the plan,” says Harold Ickes, health czar. But 51 percent of 
Americans say the more they hear about it, the less they like it. 60 
percent don't mind if no health care plan is passed at all this year. 

Does this matter to the Democrats? Nooo. The leaders know 
there’s more than one way to skin the American taxpayer. Here are 
the ten steps to getting stealth 
health care legislation through 
Congress — legislation the people 
don't want, Members of Congress 
wont read, and no one can afford. 

Step one has already taken 
place. In March, Chairman of the 
House Ways & Means Health 
Subcommittee Pete Stark declared 
key elements of the Clinton plan 
“dead on arrival.” When Republi- 
cans called for a vote on it, not 
one Democrat voted “yes”; they all 
voted “present.” So Stark praised 
Clinton’s “principles,” tossed the 
bill overboard, and substituted his 
own. He told Democrats that if 
his bill wasn’t voted out of sub- 
committee, all hell would break 
loose in their home districts. The Stark plan squeaked by, 6 to 5. 

Step two this spring will be to get a Clinton clone bill voted out 
of both the Energy & Commerce Committee (chaired by John 
Dingell) and the Education & Labor Committee (chaired by Wil- 
liam Ford) to establish “momentum.” 

Step three will take place in late spring in the full House Ways & 
Means Committee (chaired by Dan Rostenkowski), where behind 
closed doors, away from public scrutiny, Clinton's bill will be fur- 
ther gutted, though the ultimate goal — government takeover of 
American medicine — will remain intact. Secrecy will be the oper- 
ating principle, just as it was in Hillary’s 500-member task force. 
The leadership will then coerce Democrats into voting for it. 

Step four takes place on the Senate side, where Labor & Human 
Resources Committee (chaired by your good buddy Teddy Kenne- 
dy) will pass a horrendous piece of socialized medicine legislation 
very close to the Clinton bill. 

Step five will provide fireworks between the 11 Democrats and 9 
Republicans on the Senate Finance Committee (chaired by Pat 
Moynihan). Health care legislation could be won or lost during this 


T he Clintons thought they could snow us with six delightful 






mega-battle — but look for some mishmash masquerading as 
reform to pass. 

Step six will happen not on the House floor, where Democrats 
will wax eloquent before C-SPAN cameras about “achieving the 
President's goals.” It will again happen in secret. The House bills — 
filled with loopholes, mistakes, and provisions that will cause pro- 
found unintended negative consequences (less choice and higher 
cost; less quality and higher anxiety) — will reach the House Rules 
Committee. Here, secret meetings chaired by Tom Foley or Dick 
Gephardt will decide which bill will go to a full House vote. They 
will determine how to make 
Republicans look bad, and how 
much pork and perks will be fed to 
Democrats to get them to vote for 
a bill they'll have little time to read 
or understand. A similar process 
will occur in the Senate. 

Step seven takes place in each 
Congressional district during Au- 
gust recess, when you can tell your 
esteemed representatives what you 
think. So please do. 

Step eight, if Democrats still 
think health care is to their politi- 
cal advantage, will be two high- 
drama votes, one on the “compro- 
mise” House bill, the other on the 
“compromise” Senate bill. The 
word will go out: “Even if you 
don’t like it, vote yes to send it to conference where it will be 
‘improved.”” If both votes take place, they'll both pass — barely. 

Step nine will see Members taking the bills behind closed doors 
(again) to negotiate (more) compromises. They will emerge just 
before the election, claiming, “It’s the best we could do.” To conser- 
vatives, they'll whisper, “Hey — at least it isn’t socialism.” To those 
on the left they'll whisper, “Finally, we're on the road to socialism.” 
No one in Congress will have carefully read the compromise bill, 
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and none of the American people will have any idea what it says. 


Step ten is the final vote in each chamber. The lower the 
Democrats are in the polls, the more you'll hear the drumbeat 
against “gridlock.” Though the White House Health Care War 
Room will be going at full tilt, it remains to be seen if liberals will 
deal another blow to the freedom of the American people. 

Folks, this is a portrait of one-party government in action, with 
the three constants of power, intimidation, and secrecy. It’s not a 
pretty picture. But there's one new element that can change it all: 
the light of truth. Which I, friends, am happy to shine on the most 


corrupt institution in America: Congress. Fi 
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Do Feminists 
Fear Strong Women? 





Continued from page 4 


the same ... if only they had more govern- 
ment money. According to “Hostile 
Hallways,” from the same Association, 
there’s a “pervasive climate of sexual harass- 
ment,” with 81 percent of students claiming 
to be victims. What is needed? More govern- 
ment money — naturally. 


T his love of government — because 
government has the power to effect 
the kind of social engineering 
militant feminists want and cannot achieve 
on their own — explains precisely the 
marriage of feminism and liberalism. 
Surely no one can contest that every single 
feminist position on so-called “women’s 
issues” (abortion, day care, family leave, etc.) 
are liberal positions. It is unarguable that 
militant feminists are by definition liberals, 
believing as they do that people cannot be 
trusted to act “correctly” — because without 
government intervention, men end up with 
more power. If you disagree with a female 
liberal, you are immediately labeled “sexist” 
and “anti-woman’” — a clever little rhetori- 
cal trick that has gone a long way (except on 
The Rush Limbaugh Show) to stifle debate. 

Which brings me to Hillary Clinton, fem- 
inist icon and poster girl right up there with 
Lorena Bobbitt. Feminists have a lot of their 
own self-esteem invested in Hillary as femi- 
nist “symbol.” Now, with Whitewater and a 
commodity oddity or two in the news, 
many have taken to wearing buttons: 
“DON’T PILLORY HILLARY.” 

Indeed, any criticism of the First Lady is 
called an “attack,” and always by someone 
who is “threatened by a strong woman.” 

Pardon me, but I do not think Hillary 
Clinton's record is that of a strong woman. 
She is no doubt a woman with a strong per- 
sonality. She no doubt has a strong will. She 
no doubt possesses a strong ambition. But 
what, precisely, has she done — on her own? 
She attached herself, early on, to a guy she 
thought could carry her ambitions forward. 
She has played her cards right, parlaying her 
poise and intelligence — along with some 
degree of moral leverage over her husband 
— into the primo policy post in the federal 
government today. But this is a result of can- 


niness, not personal achievement. Hillary’s - 


power is vot hers; it belongs to her husband. 

But anyone who disagrees with Hillary's 
ideas on, say, the politics of meaning, or 
health care, or who raises legitimate ques- 














tions about her financial deals, is guaranteed 
a karate chop from the feminist camp like Al 
D'Amato got from Mandy Grunwald re- 
cently on “Nightline”: “I want to know what 
it is that you have as a party and as an 
individual against the idea of a woman who 
is in power,” sniped 
Ms. Grunwald. 

I have nothing what- 
soever against the idea 
of a woman in power, 
Ms. Grunwald — if she 
has earned it. The 
woman in question, 
however, is unelected 
and unaccountable. You 
cannot have it both 
ways. Either she is the 
smartest woman whoev- 
er walked the face of the 
earth, in which case she 
is perfectly capable 
of withstanding the 
scrutiny that comes 
with the territory, or she 
is unable to defend her- 
self, in which case she 
has no business revamp- 
ing one-seventh of the American economy. 

But the feminist debating point is to 
answer legitimate criticism with this absurd 
“fear-of-strong woman” blather. Here’s 
Eleanor Clift to Hillary in an interview in 
Newsweek: “The attacks against you are real- 
ly about more than Whitewater. They really 
go to the whole role that you're taking on 
and whether you can be the spouse of a pres- 
ident and a policymaker.” 

But my favorite spin on the First Lady’s 
finances comes from Time columnist 
Margaret Carlson, when she asked Hillary: 
“You made $100,000 in 1978 with a com- 
plicated commodities deal that 99 percent of 
us in the media don’t understand. You 
pulled off the maneuver with the help of a 
male Tyson’s Chicken executive. How can 
the rest of us feminists attach ourselves to a 
powerful man and get in on the opportuni- 
ties for power and success that have seem- 
ingly come so easy to you?” 

Such things can come easy when one is 


Anyone who abuses a 
woman should be pun- 
ished to the full extent 

of the law. But feminists, 
who have never experi- 
enced oppression, who 
have never been threat- 
ened, who have never 
been raped, who have 
never, in fact, been 
ogled, are not interested 
in punishing crime. 
They are interested in 
punishing men. 





not hampered by scruples about ethics or 
conflicts of interest. In fact, 81 congressmen 
have sent a lettter to the Office of 
Government Ethics asking an investigation 
of Hillary’s investments in health care stocks. 
She put $97,500 in a fund called Value- 
partners I, which sold 
“short” on health care 
stocks,” that is, it set up 
profits if the stocks went 
down. She then proced- 
ed to make vitriolic 
speeches against phar- 
maceutical companies 
“profiteering,” immedi- 
ately driving most 
health care stock prices 
down. According to 
University of Michigan 
business professor Craig 
Pirrong, her statements 
accounted for most of a 
$90-billion selloff in 
drug-company shares 
between mid-1992 and 
late 1993 — giving 
Valuepartners a profit 
of as much as $275,000, 
and Hillary herself some $12,000. The 


' Ethics in Government Act prohibits gover- 


ment employees from influencing any policy 
that might affect their financial interests or 
those of family, friends or business associ- 
ates. According to the White House, this 
rule doesn’t apply to Mrs. Clinton. 

Which is, of course, typical of feminists 
— and of all liberals. They don’t like the 
rules set up by men (I’m speaking of human 
societies) or by God. They refuse to accept 
reality as it is — which is why college-edu- 
cated mothers are shocked — shocked! — to 
find that their little boys like to play with 
trucks and soldiers and their little girls like 
to play with dolls. 

Folks, it doesn’t matter how much federal 
funding pours into schools, and how the 
feminists whine and complain, boys will 
always be more aggressive than girls. Men 
will always pursue women. It’s the way we're 
made. And I thank God for it — as does 


every truly strong woman. 


To subscribe, call 1-800-457-4141 
It's not $20,000 — but I guarantee you'll never forget 
you gave your mother a gift subscription to The Limbaugh Letter. 
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Some of you know 
us as the President of the United States. And yes, we want to scare 
your pants off! We are very good at this. We've been at it since the 
1992 presidential campaign. 

Here’s how we do it. First, we get really, really upset. Bill bites 
his lower lip until the whole country wants to cry. He tells sad, sad 
stories. He whines. If that doesn’t work, he pounds the podium 
and yells. Hillary just yells. (There is zo truth to the story that she 
throws ashtrays.) We tell you, over and over again, that there's a 
terrible crisis. How can such a great country as America allow this 
crisis to continue? You feel frightened, rotten and guilty. Soon, 
everyone is as upset as we are! Then we offer a fabulous solution to 
the crisis — us. Of course, we need oodles and oodles of your 
money if we're going to fix the horrible situation. That's where the 
taxpayer comes in! It’s so easy, once you know the secret. 


WE'LL KEEP ON CREATING 
CRISES AS LONG AS YOU 
BELIEVE US. REMEMBER, 


Paid for by 
the Coalition 


to Scare 
Your Pants Off * 





WE ONLY WANT TO HELP YOU! 





Here are just a few of the crises we've made up: 


Theres an economic crisis! (This is the worst economy in fifty 
years! This is the worst economy since the Great Depression! 
We can't compete with Bangladesh!) 


There’s a health care crisis! (There are 20 million uninsured! 
There are 36 million uninsured! There are 58 million uninsured!) 


There's a security crisis! (There are so many people ridden 
with anxiety! For some reason!) 


There’s a deficit crisis! (Unless we want to spend money on 
something great like health care!) 


There’s a drug price crisis! (So Hillary can sell short on her 
health care stocks!) 


There’s a gridlock crisis! (This works whenever people start to 
agree with conservatives!) 


There’s a crisis of greed and selfishness! (We might shelve 
this one.) 


There’s a handgun crisis! (We need safer bullets and safer 
weapons!) 


There’s a civility crisis! (See gridlock crisis.) 


There’s a crisis of meaning! (We don’t know what this means 
either, but it sounds deep, so let’s go with it.) 
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